This article pursues two distinct, but related hypotheses. First, as total LSAT takers decline, we expect to see a decline in the number of new attorneys admitted to the patent bar. Second, as the number of new patent attorneys shrinks and the number of women pursuing engineering degrees increases, we expect that the patent bar will become more female.
I. Introduction
This article pursues two distinct, but related hypotheses. First, as total LSAT takers decline, we expect to see a decline in the number of new attorneys admitted to the patent bar. Second, as the number of new patent attorneys shrinks and the number of women pursuing engineering degrees increases, we expect that the patent bar will become more female.
In order to test these hypotheses, we gathered and collated data from the Law School Admission Counsel (LSAC) regarding students taking the Law School Admissions Test (LSAT), the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), the Society of Women Engineers (SWE), and the American Bar Association (ABA). The data establishes that the first hypothesis is true, but the second one is false. That is, the number of new entrants to the patent bar will drop precipitously. By 2018, new entrants will number one half of what they were in 2008. However, the number of female patent attorneys compared to the number of male patent attorneys will not change in this same time period. That is, even though the patent bar will shrink, the patent bar will not become more female.
II. Context
In 2012, Congress passed the America Invents Act (AIA). It passed with astounding bipartisan 1 support. 2 The AIA was perceived as a jobs bill. Even President Obama claimed that it would result in the creation of jobs. 3 In the lead up to its passage, many claims were made that it would generate jobs in America, thereby leading to the bipartisan support. 4 Many irrational claims were made that it would produce 200,000 or more jobs. 5 It appeared that these jobs would come in the form of patent attorneys who would be needed to prosecute the increased number of patent applications that would need to be filed because the AIA would spur innovation. 6 In fact, there is no actual data on how many, if any, jobs the AIA will even- If the AIA were to produce 200,000 patent attorney jobs as some have claimed, at current rates, it would take 200 years to realize this goal. Today, approximately 1,000 people a year enter the patent bar. Even if the claim of 200,000 new jobs were broadly applicable to any new employment, there is no evidence or data that suggests the AIA will be directly responsible for 200,000 new jobs in the foreseeable future. For example, one study that focused on startup companies was relied upon to suggest that every new patent would create between three and ten new jobs. 8 With the expected increase in the number of patent applicants due exclusively to the AIA, this would imply that the AIA is to be responsible for generating between 20,000 and 66,667 new patents. 9 However, even the authors of this principle study expressly cautioned against using their study for determining the number of jobs the AIA is expected to produce. Therefore, the claim of the number of jobs that would be allegedly created by the AIA seems disingenuous. As will be demonstrated below, there will be an overwhelming amount of patents to file and prosecute, but that there appears to be no data to support the suggestion that the AIA is itself responsible for creating patent attorney jobs.
Also, even if the AIA is to produce jobs for patent attorneys in America, it appears that in the lead up to its passage and the subsequent implementation, no one talked to law schools or did anything to encourage potential law students to attend law school and become a patent attorney.
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Inventors seem to have received the message. New filings for patent applications continue to rise, as shown in Graph 1 below.
11 Once again, there is no statistical correlation between the AIA and an increase in patent application filings. As Graph 1 makes clear, the filings are increasing, but at a rate consistent with the constant rate prior to 2012, the effective date of the AIA. There has been no substantial increase in patent application filing as a result of the AIA. There is, and remains, a constant year-to-year steady increase in new patent application filings. 7 That is, the number of patent applications has increased and will continue to increase, 12 AIA or not. Inventors and patent attorneys seem to all have been made are aware of the AIA. 13 However, the number of new patent attorneys entering the patent bar is about to fall precipitously, and no one is taking notice. Contrary to our hypothesis, women are not making inroads in the proportion of patent attorneys in the United States. Approximately 30% of patent attorneys are female and that will remain unchanged.
14 Women patent attorneys are not making up for the dramatic decrease in new patent attorneys.
Furthermore, we are often told that the number of jobs requiring a juris doctor degree is shrinking drastically and that potential law students have received this message and have stopped attending law school. 15 Accepting, for the sake of argument that this is true, were normal market forces in play, one would expect to see a flood of patent bar eligible students attending law school as there are many jobs for such qualified candidates. 16 Hiring in patent firms is robust, 17 however, this has not translated into more patent bar eligible students attending law school. In fact, the decrease of patent bar eligible students far exceeds the decrease of non-patent bar eligible law students.
18 12 The number of applications is projected to grow by 5% each year. See USPTO, FISCAL YEAR 2015 PRES-IDENT'S BUDGET: THE USPTO CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET JUSTIFICATION 14 (Mar. 13, 2014), available at http://www.uspto.gov/about/stratplan/budget/fy15pbr.pdf. 13 The USPTO has released several press releases regarding the AIA. Not only is misrepresenting the AIA as a jobs bill misleading at best, but there will soon be a shortage of new patent attorneys to do the very work the AIA encourages. New patent applications are projected to increase at 5% a year for the next 4 years and the number of new patent attorneys will fall by 50% in the next 4 years (compared to 2008).
19 This is a crisis and policymakers and educators need to take action now.
III. Hypothesis One: As LSAT Takers Shrink, the Number of New Patent Attorneys Will Shrink
Our first hypothesis was that as the number of total LSAT takers decreased, the number of new admissions to the patent bar would correspondingly decrease. The data supports this conclusion, but also shows that the number of new admissions to the patent bar will decrease at a rate far faster than the decrease in all LSAT takers. Over the last 5 years, approximately 1,200 new patent attorneys received registration numbers each year. 20 Within 5 years, the number of new entrants to the patent bar will decrease substantially. By 2018, the number of new entrants to the patent bar is expected to shrink to approximately 600 new patent attorneys per year, less than half of what it is today. 21 The 1,200 entrants to the patent bar in 2008 is a documented number.
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The estimation of only 600 entrants in 2018, however, is likely optimistic. That is, there are predicted to be 600 people eligible to take the patent bar in 2018. However, not every patent bar eligible student becomes a patent attorney. Although the percentage of patent bar eligible individuals who enter the patent bar has increased in the last decade, today, approximately 20% of patent bar eligible individuals will choose not to become patent attorneys. That is, the projection of 600 new patent attorneys in 2018 needs to be adjusted by the likelihood that at least some of those eligible candidates will not become patent attorneys. We know the number of new patent attorneys will shrink by looking at indicators. First, the number of LSAT takers who are patent bar eligible are dropping precipitously. 23 26 The number of law students with these degrees has declined even more steeply than the general population of all LSAT takers with patent bar presumptive eligible degrees over this same time period. 27 In 2008-09, the total number of people who took the LSAT (patenteligible and not patent-eligible) was 84,119.
28 Similarly, by 2012-13, that number had become 59,354, which is a drop of 29%.
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In the last decade, the number of new patent agents has increased somewhat. However, as shown in Graph 2 below, this amount is not nearly enough to alleviate the burden that patent attorneys are about to realize. 30 The ratio of registered patent attorneys to patent bar eligible students entering ABA accredited law schools has remained fairly consistent at about 31.5% over the years. 31 Graph 3 below shows the predictive ability of this 31.5% assumption for the decade spanning 2004-2013, the predicted totals for 2014, and the predicted number of new registered patent attorneys in 2015-2017. 26 See id.; see also Bloomberg News, New Law Creates a Demand for Patent Specialists, NY TIMES (Oct. 9, 2011), http://www.nytimes.com/2011/10/10/business/new-law-creates-demand-for-patent-specialists.html ("The most highly sought degrees held by patent lawyers are in electrical engineering, computer science and computer engineering."). 27 Mechanical Engineers (ME It is also interesting to examine how this assumption predicts the increased workload per patent attorney. Using the 31.5% prediction, Graph 4 was generated to show predicted ratio of new applications filed per new patent attorney. 32 As with Graph 3 above, actual data matches well with predicted data. As can be seen below, the predictive ability of the 31.5% is consistent for years [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] [2009] [2010] [2011] [2012] [2013] [2014] , and the trend shows the ratio of new applications filed per new patent attorney to double between 2014 and 2018.
IV. Hypothesis Two: The Patent Bar Will Become More Female
As the total number of LSAT takers decreased and the number of female engineers increased, 33 we expected the patent bar to become more female. Our data supports the opposite. The ratio of male to female patent attorneys has 32 See Graph 4. not changed significantly in the last 25 years. As such, we have no data to support the hypothesis that there will be an increase in the proportion of females in the patent bar.
In addition, the claims of an increased number of women in engineering appear to be an exaggeration. Only 19.1% of engineering degrees granted in 2013 were to women. 34 Comparatively, women make up nearly 30% of all registered patent attorneys. 35 Contrary to the precipitous fall in the total number of patent attorneys, the percentage of female patent attorneys will remain unchanged, as shown in Graph 5 below. The overall student population at some law schools is now in excess of 60% female.
36 This is an increasing trend since 1950, but the increase in the last 40 years is significantly greater, as shown in Graph 6 below. 37 However, while the number of female patent bar eligible students have similarly increased, it is not enough to change the ratio of female to male patent attorneys or overcome the decline in patent bar eligible attorneys.
More importantly, those female patent bar eligible students and patent attorneys newly admitted to the patent bar do not necessarily possess those 38 The least popular among women are computer engineering (10.7%), mining engineering (12.1%), and electrical engineering (12.3%). 39 Women who are obtaining STEM degrees are unlikely to affect the patent bar significantly because they are obtaining less "marketable" degrees, and because their degrees are not automatically eligible for admission into the patent bar. 40 Interestingly, women have made significant inroads in related fields, such as the number of professors of patent bar eligible subject matters. For women, the most popular subjects to teach match very well with areas where there is high growth predicted for patent attorneys, including mechanical, electrical, computer, and chemical engineering. 41 However, this fact has not demonstratively translated into more women pursuing those subjects, or into more 38 women subsequently entering the patent bar. Additional study would be needed to determine why having female professors for the most important (by employment statistics) patent bar-eligible subjects does not translate into more women entering those fields. Theories that support affirmative action would suggest the opposite. 42 That is, we are told that our teachers need to look more like the students in order to encourage and support those students. Professors of color are more likely to encourage, support, and attract students of color. 43 However, based upon the data in this study, female electrical engineering professors, for example, are not attracting female students to electrical engineering.
V. Significance
The number of patent attorneys will fall and the field will remain a distinctively male endeavor. Policy makers may want to respond to these findings. The drop in new patent attorneys following the AIA may create an ideal environment for women to enter an otherwise predominantly male field. Policy makers may take early advantage of this opportunity, such as by encouraging more females not only to go to science and engineering schools, but also to become specific types of engineers, which would then enable them to be more employable as patent attorneys.
The AIA policy planning is deficient in that it encourages patenting on one hand, yet does nothing to reverse the trend of declining patent bar entrants on the other. There will have to be a national, concerted effort to change this trend if the AIA's alleged lofty goal of creating jobs is to be realized.
There are many possible ways to either incentivize mechanical, electrical, computer, and chemical engineering graduates to become patent attorneys; however, it may be time to change the nature of the patent bar. As discussed below, the United States is alone in the world in making patent attorneys such 42 a reified class of people. 44 It may be time to end the requirement that patent attorneys possess specific undergraduate degrees to be patent bar eligible. Perhaps the patent bar should be opened up to any person possessing a juris doctor degree or, even more radically, to anyone who can pass the patent bar, regardless of their undergraduate educational background. 45 
VI. Education of Would-Be Patent Lawyers
In the United States, the PTO has authority to regulate all patent attorneys. 46 As such, it has determined that all patent attorneys must possess one of several technical degrees in science or engineering, or otherwise prove their competency to a sufficient extent so as to be allowed by the PTO to enter the coveted "patent bar." 47 The United States is anomalous in this regard. Other industrialized nations, like Japan, allow anyone to sit for their nation's patent bar.
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In the United States, only people who possess a science or engineering undergraduate degree, or the equivalent are allowed to work as a patent attorney and only patent attorneys (or agents) who are registered to practice through the patent bar can file patent applications on behalf of a third party client.
In addition, all those admitted to the patent bar who wish to be patent attorneys must also graduate from an accredited American law school and pass a state bar exam. 49 Only when a person passes both a state bar exam and the patent bar exam may that person then represent himself or herself as a "patent attorney."
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In many other countries the title of "patent attorney" is not such a reified entity. Many countries are much more liberal in deciding who can file patent applications and who cannot. In Japan, for example, a person with the title of "patent attorney" (benrishi ∆⇥7) is not necessarily also a regular attorney with a legal education or admitted to practice law in Japan. 51 In Japan, a per- 52 Patent attorneys and lawyers are two separate classifications of law providers. Therefore, it is common in Japan to have people admitted to the patent bar who would be ineligible to be patent attorneys in the United States because they do not possess a JD or its equivalent. In the United States, patent attorneys are a particular class of individuals with heightened requirements; they must possess one of a limited number of science or engineering degrees and also be admitted to a State Bar before being called a patent attorney.
In 1836, the United States patent system changed from a registration-based system to one of examination, 53 making it more difficult for inventors to obtain patents. 54 Where inventors previously filed their own patent applications, inventors began to hire experts in the minutia of drafting applications and convincing the newly created Patent Office that it should recognize the invention as novel. 55 Historically, attorneys did not practice patent prosecution because inventors favored those with a background in science over those with formal legal training.
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It was not until the end of the nineteenth century that attorneys began prosecuting patents. 57 While attorneys were entering the patent field, there was no official requirement that an attorney must be the one to file a patent application. Therefore, "patent agents"-those with a technical background, but no legal training-were able to file patent applications on behalf of inventors.
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These agents were not subject to any professional code of conduct and sometimes were known to swindle inventors. 59 In 1899, regulations were placed on those who could practice patent prosecution. 60 However, because the bar failed to convince Congress and the Patent Office to rid the practice of nonlawyers, 61 anyone with the requisite scientific background or experience could sit for the patent bar, regardless of whether they had formal legal training. 62 The result is that the United States has created a special classification of 52 See Japan Patent Attorney Act, supra note 48, ch. 2; Training at German PTO, supra note 51. 53 . 54 See Patent Act of 1836, supra note 53 (requiring that the patent application for a new invention or discovery include a written description of the invention in such a manner as to educate another person skilled in the particular art on how to make and use the invention). These new requirements were more strenuous than under the Patent Act of 1793, in which practically anyone who accurately filed a patent application was issued a patent. In the early years under the Patent Act of 1836, the rejection rate was 75%. attorneys who are permitted to do patent work. 63 It is only these attorneys that can communicate with the USPTO on behalf of a third party client. Patent agents and patent attorneys can handle any matter that comes up before the USPTO in the prosecution of a patent. However, patent agents are strictly prohibited from the practice of law, even regarding other matters relating to the patents. For example, only a patent attorney may draft documents dealing with interferences or draft opinion letters regarding whether one patent is likely to infringe another. 64 Historically, individuals who desired to become patent attorneys graduated from law school and then sat for the patent bar as well as a state bar examination. In the mid-1990s, law schools began educating students to become patent attorneys or "intellectual property" experts of varying degrees. Ranking organizations began scoring law schools on the reputation of their "IP Programs." In the early 1990s, unlike today, it was unusual for a law school to have one person who primarily taught patent law.
There is some reliable data on the topic of patent law offerings at American Law Schools. In 2004, Port commenced the Mitchell Study on IP Curricula.
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In that year, there were 139 schools that offered a patent law course.
66 By 2011, the 212 ABA accredited law schools offered an average of eight IP courses at each school. 67 It is now no longer unusual to have many full-time professors dedicated to teaching IP courses. In fact, of the 212 law schools in the United States, 155 offered at least one three credit, stand-alone patent course in 2011. 68 Thirty-one of these schools offered patent law as a multi-semester, sequenced class and awarded 6-8 credits for this sequence.
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In under 20 years, IP generally and patent law specifically have gone from a course of study that was rarely offered to a subject matter that is present, to one extent or another, in nearly every law school in America. In 2011, only five American law schools did not list any IP courses in their course catalogues. Today, some law schools offer 20 or more IP courses every year and at least 63 For the argument that the technical background requirement of patent attorneys no longer makes sense and the scope of subject matters accepted should be greatly expanded, see Corey B. one law school claims that it offers upwards of 40 courses a year. 70 Regardless of whether this is a legitimate claim or marketing puffery, IP has become so hot that some law schools claim that every course that touches on IP, be it first-year Property Law or Anti-trust Law, Sports Law, Entertainment Law or Cyberlaw, etc., is an IP course. 71 Truly, in 20 years' time, patent law has gone from an extreme outlier in law school curricula to a mainstay and focal point. This much is self-evident.
There have been scholars who have pointed out that the trend of always expanding patent rights was not sustainable, 72 but their focus has always been on the appropriate scope of IP rights, not on whether there would be enough professionals to do the job. Most American law schools rushed to create IP courses focused on training an entire new generation of patent lawyers. When students graduate from law school today, it is not unusual for them to have taken six or more courses which focused on various aspects of patent law and to have already sat for and passed the patent bar exam.
VII. Patent Law Faculty
By some estimates, 73 in 1999, there were only 56 law schools in the United States that offered a course titled "patent law." Unfortunately, these estimates were based upon a survey of IP professors in America at that time. 74 As there is a danger that IP professors may over-report or under-report the number of courses their law school offers, and there is no way to check the veracity of these claims, the estimates are not particularly reliable as an accurate data set. However, they at least can provide a helpful starting point. Since it is impossible to roll back the clock 20 years to study what patent law education looked like at that point in time, they will have to suffice.
For the assertion that IP generally, and patent law specifically, has increased in significance in the law school setting in the last 20 years, Professor Kwall's study seems applicable and relevant. As stated above, in 2011, there were 155 law schools that offered a three-credit, standalone course on patent law. 75 In the academic year of 2014-15, 144 schools offered a standalone patent course. Of those 144 schools, 95 were taught by full-time, tenured or tenure-track faculty, and 46 were taught by adjunct faculty.
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IP programs appear to be focusing primarily upon patent law. Twenty years ago, it was rare for a patent attorney to become a full-time law professor. Today, if a law school does not employ at least one patent attorney, its IP program may be considered deficient in some regard. In fact, today, many law schools take the most pride in the writings of professors who teach patent law and who are admitted to the patent bar. Until the decline in general law school enrollment began, there was keen competition for the best talent among patent attorney professors. It has become commonly accepted in the field that the "best talent" is defined as those writing the most conceptual scholarship regarding patent law and those who were admitted to the patent bar or who are at least patent bar eligible.
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There are 49 schools claiming in their online literature in 2014 to have the equivalent of an "institute" for IP within their law school. 79 Of these 49 schools, 35 schools employ at least one professor who is admitted or eligible to be admitted to the patent bar and who taught patent law in the 2014-15 school year.
In addition, Expresso lists 63 journals as publishing exclusively or primarily intellectual property related articles. 80 Twenty years ago there were 21 such journals.
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The teachers of patent law courses often were previously adjunct professors and full-time patent attorneys. It used to be very rare for a full-time professor to teach a patent law course because they simply did not exist. 82 Today, some of the most theoretical publications are written by patent professors who have joined the ranks of academia in the last 20 years and are admitted to the patent bar or are patent bar eligible.
Twenty years ago, the career trajectory of some current patent professors 77 Some courses are co-taught by a professor and adjunct. We counted both the professor and adjunct when the course is co-taught. Of the full-time faculty, 66 were admitted to the patent bar or eligible to be admitted to the patent bar. Of the adjunct faculty, 45 were admitted to the patent bar or eligible to be admitted to the patent bar. See Curriculum Study 2014, supra note 76. troduction to patent law course has now reached 95. 96 All of these full-time faculty are either tenured or tenure-track professors. Therefore, they are incentivized to write and place their articles in as high a ranked law review as is possible. Twenty years ago, law reviews shied away from publishing IP articles. Today, not only have IP law reviews proliferated, but many non-IP focused law reviews regularly publish IP topics.
That is, by hiring and employing 95 faculty members to teach patent law, we have given them a great incentive to write academic literature. While this is a positive development, it does not explain whether demand for the education provided by patent professors had preceded or has succeeded their employment. If student demand is the driver of all such engines and that student demand is dropping, it would seem that the demand curve for patent professors should also be dropping.
VIII. Methodology
Various data sets and analyses have been used throughout this article. Below is a brief description of the data gathering and analysis methodology for the count of currently registered patent attorneys, a predictive estimation of patent attorneys as predicted by ABA-admitted student data, an estimation of attorney gender, and a count and predictive estimate of new patent applications. Patent Bar registration number data has been collected primarily from the USPTO website, which offers a freely downloadable current list of active registration numbers for patent attorneys and patent agents. However, the date of registration corresponding to each registered patent attorney or agent is only available by accessing a person-specific webpage, so a script was generated to download each of these person-specific pages and aggregate the data. 97 Additional data for registration numbers of patent attorneys and agents no longer practicing was collected from various sources, including PatentBuddy.com.
Most of the dates corresponding to each registration number are provided by the USPTO data. Registrants that have a date for both attorney and agent often represent individuals who have passed the patent bar before passing the state bar and, upon passing the state bar, updated their status from patent agent to patent attorney. Because all patent attorneys have passed their respective state bar, these individuals are counted as patent attorneys and not counted as patent agents.
The predictive estimation of patent attorneys has been generated by extrapolating ABA-admitted student data. The ABA provided data for students 96 Curriculum Study 2014, supra note 76. 97 The entire list of registered attorneys and agents is available in CSV format at https://oedci.uspto.gov/ OEDCI/index.jsp. The web page for each registered attorney or agent is available by using their registration number within a generalized URL, such as the author's page at https://oedci.uspto.gov/OEDCI/details.do? regisNum=72945. Some registration numbers do not have an associated attorney or agent, so a list of all available URLs was generated using the registration numbers downloaded from the PTO CSV file. This list of URLs was then used as the input of a call to the program "wget" to download each page; for example, as "wget -nocheck-certificate -i ./reg_numbers_temp.txt -w 0.5 -O ./reg_dates_temp.txt." (Here, the "-w" wait flag was used to slow the process to reduce the likelihood that this download would be erroneously flagged as a "denial of service" cyber-attack.) admitted to ABA-approved schools, where the admitted students were separated by undergraduate major. As a prerequisite for taking the Patent Bar, the PTO provides a General Requirements Bulletin for Admission to the Examination, which includes a list of eligible undergraduate majors. 98 These majors were used to filter the ABA-approved students, and a number of patent bar eligible students was determined for each of the years 2000-2011. Because the time between admission, graduation, and taking the patent bar may vary for each individual, the number of new ABA-admitted students was compared against the number of new patent attorneys for each year. Because most law schools require three years of coursework, a ratio of ABA-admitted students to new patent attorneys for each year was calculated for delays ranging from 3 years to 5 years, as can be seen in Table 1 : Averaging these delays resulted in an estimate that, for patent bar test delays from ABA admission ranging from 3 years to 5 years, an average of 31.5% of students admitted to ABA-approved law schools with patent bar eligible majors eventually become registered patent attorneys.
The 31.5% estimate matches actual numbers quite well. The graph below shows the predictive ability of this 31.5% assumption for the decade spanning 2004-2013, the predicted totals for 2014, and the predicted number of new registered patent attorneys in 2015-2017 as shown in Graph 3, reprinted below: 98 Office of Enrollment and Discipline, General Requirements Bulletin for Admission to the Examination for Registration to Practice in Patent Cases before the United States Patent and Trademark Office, USPTO, available at http://www.uspto.gov/ip/boards/oed/exam/OED_GRB.pdf (last visited Feb. 4, 2015). The authors acknowledge that other "Bachelor's Degrees In Other Subjects" enables students with majors not listed to "establish to the satisfaction of the OED Director that he or she possesses the necessary scientific and technical training under either Category B or Category C below" (id. pp. 4-5), where Category B is also "Bachelor's Degree in Another Subject," and Category C includes "Practical Engineering or Scientific Experience." Data for patent attorney gender was not available through the PTO, so the estimation of patent attorney gender is primarily name-based. A spreadsheet was generated using the names of all of the registered patent attorneys, and duplicate names were removed. Similar to the systematic downloading of registration numbers, the de-duplicated list of all names was used to generate a URL, and the URL download was used to generate a spreadsheet of name, gender, and gender probability. This data set was generated using the website Genederize.io, which states the website "utilizes big datasets of information, from user profiles across major social networks and exposes this data through its API."
99 Invocation of the API results in a text string, which includes an estimated gender, a probability of that gender, and a count of the number of names used to generate the probability. 100 This textual gender information was transferred to a spreadsheet, and a lookup function was used to crosscheck the list of registered patent attorneys against names, generating an estimated gender for registered patent attorneys and agents. This data was used to produce gender-based graphs, such as the "Patent Attorney Gender % Since 1970" graph in Section IV. This also provides interesting comparisons of new agents and new patent attorneys by gender, as shown in Graph 6, reprinted below:
The above graph shows a precipitous drop in the number of new patent attorneys in both genders from 2008. While this appears to be caused predominantly by a shortfall of patent eligible law students, this may be due in part to 99 Determine Gender of a First Name, GENDERIZE.IO, http://genderize.io/ (last visited on Mar. 15, 2015). {"name":"Aakash","gender":"male","probability":"1.00","count":16}, {"name":"Aakash","gender":"male","probability":"1.00","count":16}, {"name":"Aamer","gender":"male","probability":"1.00","count":5}, {"name":"Aaron","gender":"male","probability":"0.99","count":1248}, {"name":"Aarti","gender":"female","probability":"1.00","count":25}, {"name":"Aasheesh","gender":null}, (The string has been separated into bullets for purposes of this discussion.) As can be seen in the last bullet, there are names for which no gender estimate was provided; these names or genders were not used in the graphs or conclusions discussed herein. the possibility that some data for 2014 has not yet been made available. That is, the PTO publishes names of newly registered patent attorneys and patent agents every few weeks, and because the graph above is based only on an analysis of published names, part of the names in 2014 may not yet be available for inclusion in this figure. However, assuming there is no gender bias at the PTO, the ratio of male newly registered patent attorneys to female newly registered patent attorneys would not change, and the percentage of male to female in Section IV would not be expected to change significantly.
The count and predictive estimate of new patent applications is based on data conveniently compiled and provided by the USTPO. 101 The data shows that patent filings since 2000 have increased an average of 5.3%. Using this average increase, an estimated number of new patent filings was predicted for the years 2014 to 2018, as can be seen in Graph 7:
